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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully thanks the Examiner for the consideration provided to this 
application, and respectfully requests reconsideration of this application. 

Each of claims 10 and 21 has been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer. 

Each of claims 1, 3, 4, S, 9, 10-12, 13, 16, and 20-22 has been amended for at least one 
reason unrelated to patentability, including at least one of: to explicitly present one or more 
elements, limitations, phrases, terms and/or words implicit in the claim as originally written 
when viewed in light of the specification, thereby not narrowing the scope of the claim; to detect 
infringement more easily; to enlarge the scope of infringement; to cover different lands of 
infringement (direct, indirect, contributory, induced, and/or importation, etc.); to expedite the 
issuance of a claim of particular current licensing interest; to target the claim to a party currendy 
interested in licensing certain embodiments; to enlarge the royalty base of the claim; to cover a 
particular product or person in the marketplace; and/or to target the claim to a particular industry. 

Claims 1-22 are now pending in this application. Each of claims 1 and 12 is in 
independent form. 

L The Indefiniteness Rejections 

Each of claims 1» 2, 9-13, 17, 18, and 20-22 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. These rejections are respectfully traversed as moot in view of the 
present amendments to claims 1, 9-13, and 20-22, at least one of which also effectively amends 
each of dependent claims 2, 17, and 18. 

IL The Obviousness Rejections 

Each of claims 1-22 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
various combinations of U.S. Patent 6,185,625 (*Tso"), U.S. Patent 6,031,818 ("Lo"), U.S. 
Patent 4,912,703 ("Sumida"), U.S. Patmt 5,826,198 ("Bergins"), and/or U.S. Patent 6,463,509 
(*Teoman"). Each of these rejections is respectfully traversed as moot in view of the present 
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amendments to at least each of itidependent claims 1 and 12» which effectively amend each of 
dependent claims 2-11 and 13-22. 

Specifically, claim 1 , from which each of claims 2-1 1 ultimately depends, states, inter 
alia, yet the applied portions of the relied-upon references do not teach, "the gateway proxy 
device adapted to automatically request a second copy of the media information from the media 
server, the automatic request responsive to a meta tag that identifies other versions of the media 
information that are present on the media server". In addition, claim 1, from which each of 
claims 2-1 1 ultimately depends, states, inter alia, yet the applied portions of the reliedpupon 
references do not teach, ^^sending a request to the media server for the missing information, the 
request reqionsive to an automatic determination that network congestion is below a 
predetermined threshold, the network congestion determined via a measured delay of a media 
server ping". 

Claim 12, from which each of claims 13-22 ultimately depends, states, inter alia, yet the 
applied portions of the relied-upon references do not teach, "the copy automatically requested 
responsive to a user request for the media information and a meta tag that identifies other 
versions of the media information that are present on the media server". In addition, claim 1 , 
from which each of claims 2-1 1 ultimately depends, states, inter alioy yet the applied portions of 
the relied-upon references do not teach, *the request responsive to an automatic determination 
tiiat network congestion is below a predetermined tiireshold, tiie network congestion determined 
via a measured delay of a media server ping". 

For at least these reasons, reconsid^ation and withdrawal of each rejection of each of 
claims 1-22 is respectfrilly requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is in clear condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration, withdrawal of all grounds of rejection, and issuance of a Nodce of Allowance 
are eamesUy solicited. 

The Office is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees or credit any overpayments 
under 37 C.F.R. 1 . 16 or 1 . 1 7 to Dqiosit Account 50-2504. The Examiner is invited to contact 
the undersigned at 434-972-9988 to discuss any matter r^arding this application. 

Re^ectfuUy submitted, 



Date: 31 August 2007 



1341 Huntersfield Close 
Keswick. VA 22947 
Telephone: 434-972-9988 
Facsimile: 81S-5S0-88S0 



Page 10 of 10 

PA6E11/iri«:VDAT»31l200712:44:43nill|EastemDaylightTiine]'Sm^^ ' DURATION ^-ssjiOS-IS 



Michael Haynes PLC 

Michael N. Haynes 
Registration 40,014 



